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Before Markman, P.J., and Holbrook, Jr., and O’ Conndll, J.
PER CURIAM.

Paintiff gppedls as of right from the tria court’s order granting summary disposition to defendant
of plaintiff’s age discrimination clam. MCR 2.116(C)(10). We affirm.

Paintiff argues that because he presented a prima facie case of age discrimination and offered
evidence to demongrate that there was a materid issue of fact as to whether the stated reason for his
discharge, misconduct, was pretextud, summary disposition was ingppropriate. He aso argues that
there was sufficient evidence from which an inference could be drawn that age was amoativating factor in
his discharge. We disagree.

Paintiff first attempted to establish a prima facie case of digparate treetment by showing that he
was in a protected class and was treated differently than smilarly stuated employees for the same or
amilar conduct. See Barnell v Taubman Co, Inc, 203 Mich App 110, 120-121; 512 NW2d 13
(1993). Based on the lower court record, we find that there was no evidence that plaintiff was trested
differently than younger managing trid atorneys who had engaged in misconduct.  All were summarily
terminated as was plaintiff.

Paintiff next attempted to offer a prima facie case of age discrimination by showing that he was
in a protected class, was discharged, was qudified for his postion, and was replaced by a younger
worker. 1d. Pantiff did so. However, once defendant articulated a legitimate, nondiscriminatory
resson for plaintiff's discharge, plaintiff was required to establish the existence of a genuine issue of
materid fact that defendant's proffered reason was unworthy of credence, and that illegd age
discrimingtion was more likely the true motivation in his discharge. Barnell, supra at 121; Pliethv &
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Raymond Church, 210 Mich App 568, 572; 534 NW2d 164 (1995). Here, plaintiff concedes that
the dleged ingtances of misconduct occurred, but downplays their sgnificance. Plaintiff’s evidence that
age discrimination was defendant’ s true motivation included (1) age-related comments made to him by
coworkers and a supervisor, (2) arumor he had heard severd years earlier that the individua who fired
him liked young, aggressive employees, and (3) defendant's recognition of plaintiff's fifteenyear
anniversary with the company. Given that none of these incidents involved the persons who ultimately
made the decison to discharge plaintiff, we find that plantiff has faled to raise a genuine issue of
materiad fact whether defendant’s proffered reason for his discharge was a mere pretext for age
discrimination. See Matras, supra at 685-686. Accordingly, summary dispostion was properly
granted.

Affirmed.
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